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The undervalued book collection and peer review
Articles in an edited book shouldn’t be less valuable because they’re not peer reviewed in the
same way as journal articles. The editor of a book places their academic reputation on the line in
a way that journals do not. Martin Eve warns against snubbing book collections and advises to
‘trust the editor, trust the material’.
I’ve had several conversations in the past f ew weeks on the dif f erent modes of  dissemination
and the REF’s undervaluation of  the book collection. The argument goes that essays in a
book collection are less valued because they’re not peer reviewed. Except… they are. They’re
just not shipped out by an editor of  a journal to multiple experts to f ormulate consensus.
In some ways, the edited collection is reviewed to a greater extent. If  we accept that academic capital is
accrued on the value of  reputation, an academic who edits such a collection is staking his or her reputation
(an investment of  academic capital) in exposing their name. The same cannot be said of  reviews f or a
journal. I may be discredited f rom reviewing by a cursing editor if  I gave a f avourable review to a piece that
was f lawed (I wouldn’t do this by the way, this is hypothetical), but I would not be exposed. The loss of
academic capital that I would incur f rom such behaviour is minimal compared to edit ing a collection.
It ’s probably f or this reason that, when researching within a sub-f ield of  literature, I of ten f ind that edited
collections contain much more material of  interest. Pieces in these volumes have the f reedom to specialise
in a way that journal articles in the “top-f light” publications of ten cannot. In short: trust the editor, trust the
material is one of  my credos and I think it is one of  many f laws that the REF is so superf icial in its non-
acknowledgement of  models of  academic capital, f ocusing on, and f ostering, exclusivity and competit ion. In
f act, much of  my thinking (when I consider which publications I most value) leads me to conclude that I
would f ar rather that most of  the f unds invested in journal subscriptions (and — coming soon to a
university near you! — open access f ees (ugh)) in the humanities were paid to publishers of  monographs
and edited collections who actually invest t ime and ef f ort in their authors. In this way, publisher value would
be made apparent.
Note: This article gives the views of the author(s), and not the position of the Impact of Social Sciences blog,
nor of the London School of Economics.
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